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MEMORANDUM

November 20, 1975

TO: City Planning Commission Documents dept.

SAN FRANCISCO
FROM: Dean L. Maoris, Director of Planning PUBLIC LIBRARY

RE: Residential Zoning Study: Outline of Districts and Standards

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The Residential Zoning Study has reached the stage of outlining for public
review the types of districts and standards found by the staff to be most
appropriate for the residential areas of San Francisco.

This study was begun in July 1974. Presentations were made to the City
Planning Commission of objectives and policies for the study in March 1975,
neighborhood issues in May 1975, and conceptual zoning frameworks in August 1975.
The ideas in those reports, and the alternatives for zoning that they suggest,
have been widely discussed. At each stage of the study, the comments and
suggestions of neighborhood groups and other interests have helped to direct the

work and to shape the tentative proposals.

The present report comes at a pivotal point in the study. Its guidelines
remain tentative, but it indicates clearly the direction in which the staff is

proceeding. Public comments continue to be welcome, and such comments will
continue to help direct the study. From now until May, however, the principal
work will be to refine and test the regulations suggested in this outline, subject
to any modifications that seem advisable during the drafting process.

In May, the staff is scheduled to present to the City Planning Commission
the detailed maps and written regulations that will constitute the precise staff
proposals for zoning changes. Extensive public hearings will be held on those
proposed maps and regulations, and further modifications will be made, before
action by the City Planning Commission is recommended. The Commission will have
the option of instituting all or part of the proposed regulations as interim
controls while the public hearings are in process.

In the study to date, the staff has considered a wide variety of zoning
techniques, suggested by many sources. The outline that follows has narrowed down
the possible techniques into a system that appears best designed to meet the
objectives of the study. Innovations have been sought, and many have been included.
At the same time, the better features of the existing zoning districts have not
been abandoned.
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Above all, the many kinds of possible proposals have been reviewed in terms of

the principle that what is finally proposed for adoption must be easily understood,

that it must be enforceable, and that it must be administratively workable. These
considerations have tended to eliminate or modify some of the approaches suggested
earlier in the study.

INTRODUCTION

The Residential Zoning Study seeks to balance preservation and change. One
of its basic objectives is to protect the character of existing residential
neighborhoods, and encourage retention of sound housing. Construction under the

controls established in 1960 has demonstrated that both the standards and the

mapping of districts have until now been inadequate to accomplish that objective.
Except for the single-family and two-family (R-l-D, R-l and R-2) districts, it has
been widely felt that the existing districts are not preservation-oriented.

However, preservation cannot be the sole objective of zoning controls. An
adequate stock of suitable housing for the residents of San Francisco requires a
balance that combines new construction efforts with maintenance and rehabilitation.
The continuing low vacancy rates in most areas of the city, and the overcrowded
housing conditions in a number of neighborhoods, indicate that more housing units
need to be created. Although some opportunities for residential construction may
exist in areas containing underutilized industrial and commercial land, the needs
of residents also will require construction of new units in existing residential
areas.

To meet the objective of neighborhood protection while allowing for appropriate
addition of dwelling units, the new zoning controls need to do the following:

o relate new development to the existing development pattern more closely
than present controls;

o allow additional dwelling units without encouraging demolition of existing
sound dwellings;

o permit renovation of existing dwelling units to meet contemporary urban
living needs; and

o where appropriate, allow addition of dwelling units within existing
buildings

.

The controls outlined in this report have resulted mainly from the following
four areas of staff work and investigation:

1. Classification of areas of the city according to generalized residential
building form and character to determine appropriate zoning districts;
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2. Review of the types and characteristics of non-residential uses that
presently occur in residential areas;

3. Development of housing quality standards that provide for building forms

compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and amenities for the
occupants; and

4. Review of automobile ownership patterns, as well as other modes of

transportation available in residential areas.

The tentative controls set forth in this report are outlined in the following
sequence:

A. Residential zoning districts, including both a written description and a
generalized map indicating where these districts might occur.

B. Residential density: the maximum number of dwelling units permitted per
lot, and minimum lot size.

C. Non-residential uses in Residential Districts.

D. Building form, open space, and amenities.

E. Off-street parking.
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A. RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICTS

Format

Although San Francisco's residential neighborhoods are diverse, they can be

grouped into four general categories based upon building form and use characteris-

tics. These categories of neighborhoods suggest four types of zoning districts:

1) HOUSE CHARACTER - RH

These are neighborhoods in which the predominant character of development is

that typical of, and identified as, a house , i.e., a small-scale building that

serves as living quarters for one or a few households. In many areas these houses
were originally built for single-family occupancy; in other cases they were built

as two-family houses, usually in the form of flats.

Over time an additional dwelling unit has sometimes been added to these

houses, either legally or illegally. In certain neighborhoods, where the houses
may be exceptionally large, two and sometimes more units have been added. Higher-
density dwellings (apartment buildings) rarely exist in these areas of house
character.

This category of residential area is particularly suitable for families with
children, who may desire large dwelling units, relatively large amounts of private
outdoor space, and proximity to other families with children. This type of area,
particularly where buildings have two or more units, also provides housing for
other household types such as elderly couples, young couples without children and
single individuals, who may prefer a family-oriented, relatively low-density
neighborhood.

At present these areas are typically zoned R-l-D, R-l, R-2 and sometimes R-3.
The standards of the R-3 District permit more dwelling units and greater building
bulk than generally exist in house character areas. The R-l-D and R-l Districts
do not allow the second dwelling units that may have been added without benefit of
a building permit.

2) MIXED (HOUSE AND APARTMENT BUILDING) CHARACTER - >RM

These are neighborhoods with a mix of houses and apartment buildings. In
some instances the majority of dwellings are houses; in others, the majority may
be apartment buildings. Generally the dwellings in these areas are approximately
25 feet wide. Most of the dwellings are 40 feet or less in height, although some
areas also have a significant number of taller buildings. There is great variety
in the amount and nature of open space provided for individual dwellings. The
majority of dwellings in these areas were built before provision of off-street
parking was required by the City, and there is a high demand for on-street parking.
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The mixed character districts tend to provide housing for a wide variety of

household types. Interesting social and economic diversity is likely to be found

in this type of area. Housing units vary in size, from large units suitable for

long-term occupancy by families with children, to smaller units suitable for

occupancy by single persons.

Typically these areas are presently zoned R-3, R-3.5, R-4 and R-5. With
certain exceptions the areas are subject to a 40-foot height limit. Often the

existing districts allow a far greater number of units than now exist on the

majority of properties in these areas. Downzoning from one existing district to

another (for example, R-4 to R-3) may not resolve the zoning problems in these

areas, because the less dense district may still permit building dimensions that

are out of character with surrounding buildings, and may preclude construction of

a reasonable number of dwelling units on some sites.

3) APARTMENT BUILDING CHARACTER - RA

These are neighborhoods which consist almost solely of apartment buildings.
The individual structures tend to have a uniform or predominant architectural
style that was common at the time the majority of the buildings were built. In
some areas the buildings are 40 feet or less in height; in others, the predominant
height is greater than 40 feet.

The apartment building character areas tend to provide units suitable for
families without children as well as other household types. The smaller size
of units and the greater number of units produce an activity level which suits
the desire of some households for a highly urbanized setting, generally unrelieved
by buildings with fewer units.

Typically these areas are presently zoned R-3, R-4 and R-5. In many cases
new construction under the existing standards has not resulted in provision of
desirable amenities for the residents. In R-4 and R-5 Districts the number of

units permitted may be excessive, and the permitted floor area may be inconsistent
with lower height limits established since the original mapping of the zoning
districts.

4) RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL COMBINED CHARACTER ~ RC

These are areas in which the character of development is a mixture of
residential units and commercial uses. Where commercial uses occur they usually
occupy only the ground floor, and many buildings in these areas are solely
residential in use. Often the commercial uses provide goods or services that meet
the frequent and recurring needs of residents, both in the area itself and in
surrounding neighborhoods. The majority of properties with dwelling units contain
more than one unit, and these units generally have little on-site open space. Most
of the buildings are 40 feet or less in height, but areas of this type close to
downtown have a large number of buildings that exceed 40 feet.



<



CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 6 November 20, 1975

Areas that combine both residential and commercial uses appear to be suitable

for households that are willing to trade the quieter, and often less intense,

character of other residential areas for conveniences such as commercial services
and immediate access to public transit.

The areas appropriate for residential-commercial zoning are of the following
types:

1. Some areas now zoned C-l and C-2 which have both commercial and residential
land use;

2. Areas presently zoned residential in which there are heavy concentrations
of neighborhood-serving non- conforming commercial uses; and

3. Areas presently zoned R-4-C and R-5-C, the residential-commercial
combining districts used under existing zoning provisions. R-3-C and
R-3.5-C Districts also are provided for now, but they have never been mapped

Individual Districts

RH - RESIDENTIAL HOUSE CHARACTER DISTRICTS

Two basic House Character Districts are contemplated, together with two
variations on one of them, for a total of four districts:

1. RH-1: House, Single-Family, District. A single-family district designed
to protect, conserve and enhance areas containing predominantly single-
family houses, with indoor and outdoor living areas typically suitable
for families with children;

2. RH-l(D): House, Single-Family Detached, District. A variant of the RH-1
District to help preserve the open-space characteristics of those single-
family areas that have a pattern of side yards and unusually large lots;

3. RH-l(S) : House, Single-Family and Second Unit, District. A variant of
the RH-1 District to allow creation of a small second dwelling unit
appropriate for occupancy by a single person or childless couple desiring
to live in a family-oriented neighborhood; and

4. RH-2: House, Two-Family, District. A two-family district designed to
protect, conserve and enhance areas containing single- and two-family
houses, with indoor and outdoor living areas typically suitable for
families with children.

RM - RESIDENTIAL MIXED (HOUSE AND APARTMENT BUILDING) CHARACTER DISTRICTS

Four Mixed Character Districts would accommodate the range of building forms
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and household types found in this general category:

1. RM-1: Mixed (House and Apartment Building), Low-Density, District, A
mixed residential district designed to protect, conserve and enhance

existing single-family, two-family and apartment buildings of low density,

while allowing appropriate new development that retains the 25-foot wide,

low-rise, building form typical of the area;

2. RM-2: Mixed (House and Apartment Building), Moderate-Density, District.

A mixed residential district designed to protect, conserve and enhance
existing single-family , two-family, three-family and other apartment
buildings of moderate density; to encourage construction of three-family
dwellings that allocate indoor and outdoor living area for at least one
dwelling unit suitable for occupancy by a household with children; and to

allow other appropriate new development that retains the 25-foot wide,
low-rise, building form typical of the area;

3. RM-3: Mixed (House and Apartment Building), Medium-Density, District. A
mixed residential district designed to protect, conserve and enhance
existing dwellings of low, moderate and medium density, while allowing
appropriate new development that retains the 25-foot wide, low-rise,
building form typical of the area; and

4. RM-4: Mixed (House and Apartment Building), High-Medium-Density, District.
A mixed residential district designed to protect, conserve and enhance
existing dwellings of low, moderate and medium density, while allowing
appropriate new development, suitable for a variety of household types,
that retains the 25-foot vide, low- and moderate-rise, building form
typical of the area.

RA - RESIDENTIAL APARTMENT BUILDING CHARACTER DISTRICTS

Two districts are sufficient to cover the areas of the city consisting almost
entirely of apartment buildings.

1. RA-1- Apartment Building, Medium-Density, District. An apartment building
district designed to enhance existing apartment buildings of moderate and
medium density, while allowing appropriate new development, generally
suitable for a variety of household types, in areas typically consisting of
low-rise buildings; and

2. RA-2: Apartment Building, High-Density, District. An apartment building
district designed to enhance existing apartment buildings of medium and
high density, while allowing appropriate new development, generally
suitable for households without children, in areas typically consisting of
both low- and high-rise buildings.
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RC - RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL COMBINED CHARACTER DISTRICTS

Two Residential-Commercial Combined Districts are contemplated:

1. R-C-l: Residential-Commercial Combined, Medium-Density, District. For

areas next to the new RH, BM-1, RM-2, RM-3 and RA-1 Districts. R-C-l

would encourage a combination of low- and moderate-density dwellings with

ground-floor commercial uses primarily serving the frequent and recurring
needs of nearby residents. If used in certain areas now zoned C-l and

C-2, the district would protect and enhance existing dwelling units

occupying the upper floors.

2. R-C-2: Residential-Commercial Combined, High-Density, District. For areas

next to the new RM-4 and RA-2 Districts, and for certain other areas where
buildings over 40 feet in height are permitted. R-C-2 would encourage a

combination of moderate-, medium- and high-density dwellings with compatible
commercial uses on the lower floors. If used in certain areas now zoned
Commercial, the district would protect and enhance existing dwelling units
occupying the upper floors.

Other Districts for Residential Areas

In addition to the four categories of Residential Districts just described,
two other types of zoning districts would be added to the written regulations of
the City Planning Code and to the Zoning Maps:

1. I: Institutional District. A district for educational, medical and
religious institutions that are not residential in nature and occupy a

land area of one acre or more. A separate zoning district of this nature
would provide a means for appropriate controls, and would discourage
unwarranted expansion of institutions into residential properties.

2. PR: Planned Residential Districts. A district to be applied to Planned
Unit Developments where the authorized development would exceed the density
permitted by the existing RH, RM or RA District. The PR District would
also be mapped for Planned Unit Developments previously approved which
exceed the density of surrounding areas but are subject to controls more
restrictive than in the RH, RM or RA District that might otherwise be
appropriate for the property. Use of the PR District would require a
reclassification of property to create this type of Planned Unit Develop-
ment, rather than a Conditional Use as at present.

Map Showing Generalized Categories of Zoning Districts

The map on page 10 shows in a very general way where the RH, RM
and RA categories of zoning districts would occur. This map is intended to
describe the portions of the city having a predominant house, mixed or apartment
building character, and to suggest the category of zoning that would reflect that
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character. Within the RH, RM and RA categories as shown here, a breakdown would
be made to map the individual zoning districts such as RH-1, RM-3 and RA-2

Because the map is generalized at this point in the study, it does not show
the finer details that will be developed before definite proposals are made to the

City Planning Commission. For example, relatively small areas of RH may be
proposed within sections shown here as RM, and vice-versa. Also, the Institutional,
Planned Residential, Residential-Commercial, Commercial, Industrial and Public Use
Districts are not shown on this map.





PREDOMINANT CHARACTER OF AREAS
FOR RESIDENTIAL ZONING PURPOSES

RH - House Character

; J RM - Mixed (House ond Apartment Building) Character

RA - Apartment Building Choracter

Not shown Institutional, Planned Residential, Residential - Commercial,

Commercial, Industrial and Public Use areas.

Within the larger sections shown, relatively small areas of a different

residential character may worrent different zoning treotment.
RESIDENTIAL ZONING STUDY
N0VEK3ER 1375
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B. RESIDENTIAL DENSITY

Since 1960 the City Planning Code has regulated density, the number of

dwelling units permitted for a given area of land, by two main types of standards:

building form and the minimum number of square feet of land required for each
dwelling unit. In addition, density is controlled to some extent by the minimum
area established by zoning for each lot.

Dwelling Units Per Lot

Under the present standards, R-l-D permits a maximum of one single-family
house per lot, regardless of the size of the lot. In R-l and R-2, each lot is

permitted a sio^le-family or two-family house, respectively, regardless of lot
size; however, cn large lots in these districts, a greater number of dwelling
units is permitted, based upon lot size. In R-3, R-3.5, R-4, R-5 and Commercial
Districts, the runber of dwelling units permitted is based solely on a ratio of

dwelling units to lot area. For example, an R-3 lot requires 800 square feet of
lot area for each dwelling unit; thus, three dwelling units would be permitted
on a 2500 square foot lot and four units on a 3250 square foot lot.

Methods to regulate density in other cities include a maximum for the number
of dwelling units per acre of land, thereby allowing different density ratios on
individual lots within a larger area; ratios relating the number of rooms rather
than dwelling units to lot area; and ratios relating the total number of square
feet of floor area in a building, rather than dwelling units or rooms, to lot area
(floor area ratio). In addition, some cities manipulate the size of dwelling units
by stipulating minimum or maximum unit sizes, or by requiring at least a certain
percentage of units of various sizes in multiple-unit dwellings.

In developing tentative density controls for San Francisco, the staff
considered the effectiveness of the existing standards, and compared them with
types of standa-ds used elsewhere. The ease of understanding on the part of the
public and developers, and the ease of administration and enforcement, were also
considered. In general, the existing methods of regulating density in San
Francisco appear to be effective, understandable and enforceable, and introduction
of new types of controls is thought to be unnecessary.

Table I outlines tentative density standards for each of the new Residential
Districts, and shows the number of dwelling units that would be permitted under
these standards on typical San Francisco lots.

The table also indicates the existing Residential zoning districts that are
similar in terms of permitted density. It must be noted, however, that the areas
of the city covered by the new and the old districts are not the same, and that in
general the new districts would be considerably more restrictive as to density
than the districts now applicable to the same areas.
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For some of the new districts, the standards contemplate a somewhat higher
alternate density that may be achieved only after a specific, detailed review
through the Conditional Use process. Such a provision regarding density does not
now exist in the City Planning Code. This provision would be available for use in
certain carefully controlled cases to encourage development of needed housing,
particularly for low- and moderate-income households and elderly or handicapped
persons, while providing more protection for adjacent properties than would be
possible under the narrower options of the present zoning regulations.

TABLE I

TENTATIVE DENSITY STANDARDS

Existing
Density Units Permitted on Zoning Possible
Ratio: Typical Lots District .

Density Ratio
New Zoning Units 2500 3000 3400 with this with Conditional
District Permitted sq .ft sq.tt. sq 0 ft % Density Use

RH-1 1 per lot 1 1 i R-l 1 *\ f\f\f\ £ 4-

1 per 3000 sq.rt
lot area (3 units

maximum)
RH-l(D) 1 per lot 1 1 i R-l-D Not Applicable
RH-l(S) 1 per lot, plus 2 2 2 none 1 per 3000 sq.ft

small second unit lot area (3 units

maximum)
RH-2 2 per lot; 3 on 2 2 2 R-2 Not Applicable

lots over 4500
sq. ft.

RM-1 2 per lot 2 2 2 R-2 1 per 800 sq. ft
RM-2 3 per lot 3 3 3 R-3 1 per 600 sq. ft
RM-3 1 per 600 sq. ft. 4 5 6* R-3.5 1 per 400 sq. ft
RM-4 1 per 400 sq. ft. 6 8* 9* none 1 per 200 sq. ft

RA-1 1 per 600 sq. ft. 4 5 6* R-3.5 Not Applicable
RA-2 1 per 200 sq. ft. 12 15 17 R-4 Not Applicable

R-C-l 1 per 800 sq. ft. 3 4* 4 R-3-C 1 per 500 sq. ft
R-C-2 1 per 200 sq. ft. 12 15 17 R-4-C Not Applicable

''Fraction of one-half or greater permits an additional unit.
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Any newly created second dwelling unit in the RH-l(S) District, for single-
family areas with minor second units, would be limited to 600 square feet of floor

area. This floor area restriction would be intended to limit the number of

occupants, and to prevent a major change in the character of the building or the

neighborhood. The floor area maximum would not apply to second units that already
existed at the time of enactment of this provision.

In RH-1, RH-l(D) and RH-2 Districts, some older and extraordinarily large
single-family dwellings might not be economically sound if restricted to single-
family occupancy. A special provision is being considered that might allow such

houses to be converted to up to three dwelling units by the Conditional Use process

,

Criteria for such a Conditional Use would require that the conversion be of high
quality and provide needed housing, preferably for families with children.

Minimum Lot Size

Before 1946, San Francisco did not have a minimum size for building lots.
The standards established in 1946 were modified in 1960 when the present zoning
districts went into effect. Table II shows the earlier requirements, those now
in effect, and those considered to be appropriate for the new zoning districts.
The minimum lot size standards apply only to newly created lots; older lots may
be built upon provided they met the requirement in effect at the time they were
created.

TABLE II

MINIMUM LOT SIZES

1946 to 1960 . 1960 to Present
i
Standards for

i New Districts
First
Resi-
dential

Second
Resi-
dential

R-l-D All
Other R

RH-l(D) All
Other R

New Subdivisions (all lots)

width in feet 33 33 33 33 33 33

area in square feet 2640 2640 4000 2640 3500 2640

Resubdivisions (Interior lots)

width in feet 25 25 33 25 33 25

area in square feet 2500 2500 4000 2500 3500 2500

Resubdivisions (lots within
125 feet of corner)

width in feet 25 25 33 25 33 25

area in square feet 1437.5
(100
feet)

1437.5
(100
feet)

4000 1750 3500

i ...

1750
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One change from existing standards is shown in this table. For single-family

neighborhoods with detached dwellings, a lot area of 3500 square feet is more
consistent with existing lot sizes than the minimum of 4000 square feet now
required in R-l-D.

The staff is considering a reduction in the minimum lot width for the RH-1
District in certain circumstances, in order to provide greater flexibility, and
perhaps to encourage creation of more single-family houses for families with
children than the present pattern of 25-foot lots will allow. Possible lot widths
as narrow as 16 feet are being tested.
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C. NON-RESIDENTIAL USES IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

The earlier portions of this report have been concerned primarily with
dwellings. This section discusses the other uses and activities that would be
permitted in residential areas and states how they would be regulated.

Many of the non-residential uses are classified as Permitted Uses and come
under one of the following headings:

Principal Uses: those permitted as of right without specific review.

Conditional Uses: those permitted only if authorized after review of a
specific proposal for the property.

Accessory Uses: those either necessary to the operation or enjoyment of a

lawful Principal or Conditional Use, or appropriate,
incidential and subordinate to a Principal or Conditional
Use.

Certain other non-residential uses are classified as Non-conforming Uses:
these are uses already lawfully existing that do not conform to the use regulations
for the district in which they are located, but are allowed to continue, either
with or without a definite termination date.

Principal Uses and Conditional Uses

The following categories of uses have traditionally been permitted as either
Principal Uses or Conditional Uses in Residential Districts in San Francisco:

— Educational
— Medical/Philanthropic
— Religious
— Major Institutions
— Offices
— Open Recreational
— Enclosed Recreational
— Horticultural
— Public Buildings
— Utility Installations
— Parking Facilities
— Quasi-residential Occupancy

EDUCATIONAL

In the current City Planning Code, profit-making, private elementary and
secondary schools, nursery schools and institutions of higher learning have been
Conditional Uses, and public and other non-profit elementary and secondary schools
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have been Principal Uses. Neighborhoods have expressed concern regarding adverse
effects of all types of schools, especially increased traffic and noise. Never-
theless, restricting schools to Commercial Districts may be detrimental to their
operation, particularly in the case of schools for children. There appears to be
no clear distinction among types of schools that would warrant differing zoning
treatment, and therefore all educational uses should be classified as Conditional
Uses.

MEDICAL/PHILANTHROPIC

Medical and philanthropic facilities range from large medical centers to
small out-patient facilities, offices arid homes for the aging. Many of these uses,
especially those providing In-patient care, should be permitted in proper locations
in Residential or Institutional Districts as Conditional Uses.

On the other hand, some philanthropic activities and other institutions should
be prohibited in Residential Districts and guided toward Commercial Districts; for
example, out-patient facilities not part of a medical center should be treated in
this manner. Many such uses that provide neighborhood services can best be placed
where other services, including public transit, are also to be found, and where
pedestrian traffic already is heavy.

A medical center may be defined as a complex of buildings consisting of a
long-term or acute care facility and frequently a medical office building, medical
laboratories, clinics, a medical school, and living quarters for students,
employees or visitors. This type of use has been considered intrusive in specific
neighborhoods, but provides important services and should be allowed as a
Conditional Use under careful regulation.

RELIGIOUS

Some religious institutions have been found objectionable in residential
areas, especially when they generate traffic and absorb land that could be devoted
to residential use. Certain of the facilities, such as monasteries and nunneries,
are primarily residential in character and have usually been treated as Principal
Uses. Religious schools, as an educational use, should be classified as
Conditional Uses. Churches and other buildings for religious services are now
permitted as Principal Uses in the City Planning Code, but should be classified as
Conditional Uses.

MAJOR INSTITUTIONS

The staff has concluded that educational, medical and religious uses
occupying a site one or more acres in area should be considered under a new
classification, major institutions, and be placed in the I (Institutional) District
described earlier in this report. Significant changes in institutional buildings
or activities within the I District would require Conditional Use approval;
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expansion of the institution beyond the I District boundaries would require a

change in the Zoning Map as well as Conditional Use approval.

As a further control, an institutional master plan review process should be
required prior to review of separate Conditional Use applications for projects
within an I District. This process would be consistent with that adopted by the

City Planning Commission for institutional master plans under its Resolution
No. 7251, and would be included in the Conditional Use procedures of Article 3 in

the City Planning Code.

OFFICES

Offices, especially those for professional services, have been Conditional
Uses in R-4 and R-5 Districts. Such a use is not consistent with the residential
character of neighborhoods, and therefore offices as an independent use should be
prohibited in Residential Districts. Offices would be Principal Uses in
Residential-Commercial Districts.

OPEN RECREATIONAL

Open recreational uses range from small playgrounds to larger uses such as
golf courses, driving ranges and tennis courts. Because such uses may offer open
space and landscaping, and provide convenient recreational space for nearby
residents, they should be allowed as Conditional Uses. An open recreational use
owned and operated by the City would continue to be a Principal Use if located in
a Residential District or Public Use District.

ENCLOSED RECREATIONAL

Community clubhouses and institutional recreation buildings are now
Conditional Uses in most cases; they should continue to be treated in that manner.

Private club and lodge buildings are now either Principal or Conditional Uses,
depending upon the Residential District in which a property is located. Such
uses are apt to be a disruptive intrusion with no public purpose, and new uses of
this type should not be allowed in Residential Districts; those that now exist
should become Non-conforming Uses with no termination date.

HORTICULTURAL

Truck gardening is currently a Principal Use in all Residential Districts
and should continue to be so classified; such an activity is unobstrusive and
creates an open space area rather than a structure. Greenhouses and plant
nurseries should continue to be Conditional Uses.

PUBLIC BUILDINGS

Public buildings and uses that are subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors must have review by the City Planning Commission as to conformity with
the Master Plan, and must have additional public review before the Board of
Supervisors. These buildings and uses must also conform to standards of the
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City Planning Code and pass through the City's capital improvements process.

Because of these reviews, such uses should remain Principal Uses in all districts.

Buildings and uses of the Federal Government and the State of California are not

normally subject to the local zoning power.

UTILITY INSTALLATIONS

Utility installations, when required by operational requirements, have been
Conditional Uses in all Residential Districts; this classification should
continue.

PARKING FACILITIES

Parking lots that serve commercial activities may now be allowed as
Conditional Uses in most Residential Districts. Such a use is inconsistent with
a residential area and is in effect a commercial use; these parking lots should
not be permitted.

Parking garages and lots for area residents, however, should be encouraged,
and should be Conditional Uses in Residential Districts. Such parking facilities
may relieve on-street parking, provide for the convenience of residents, and ease
the conversion of older buildings.

QUASI-RESIDENTIAL OCCUPANCY

Hotels have been Conditional Uses in R-3, R-3.5, R-4 and R-5 Districts.
However, this use has occurred only in special areas and should not be permitted
in most neighborhoods. A special district treatment can be used in an area such as
Nob Hill. Hotels would be particularly appropriate in Residential-Commercial
Districts. Hotels already existing in other areas should be considered Non-
conforming Uses with no termination date.

Accessory Uses

Currently, the City Planning Code provides that Accessory Uses may be
permitted in connection with a Principal or Conditional Use. Certain clarifica-
tions would be desirable to make the present provisions more workable, particularly
with regard to home occupations.

The Accessory Use provisions may be important to retention of the existing
housing stock, especially in the case of historical and other notable buildings.
To encourage preservation of such buildings, the staff is considering the
possibility that limited occupancy of designated Landmarks by non-residential uses
with only minor traffic might be allowed as an Accessory or Conditional Use.

Non- conforming Uses

Neighborhood groups have often expressed a desire to retain certain Non-
conforming Uses that are beneficial to area residents. Precise guidelines for



i



CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 19 November 20, 1975

separating the beneficial uses from adverse uses have been difficult to draw up

thus far, however. In some cases where retention is desired, neighborhood groups
also stress the need to improve the exterior appearance of the structure.

The staff is considering general guidelines such as the following:

1. Removal of the termination date for Non-conforming retail and personal
service establishments offering goods and services that meet the frequent
and recurring needs of nearby residents, where such establishments occupy
only the ground floor or basement, do not exceed a floor area of 2000
square feet for each such establishment, and do not serve customers
waiting in parked motor vehicles nor provide off-street parking for
employees or customers. If a feasible administrative procedure can be
established, it is possible that prior to removal of the termination date
there should be compliance with minimum criteria concerning exterior
building appearance. Expansion of these retained establishments would
not be permitted. Conversion to other commercial uses would be subject
to specific approval.

2. Enforcement of the presently prescribed termination data for any Non-
conforming Use involving an automobile service station or other service
to customers waiting in parked vehicles, or a use first permitted in a

C-3, C-M, M-l or M-2 District.

3. Consideration of the removal of termination dates for all uses not
included in (1) or (2) above, on a case-by-case basis.

Several downtown residential neighborhoods have noted that the creation of a
few more commercial uses in their neighborhoods might be desirable. The staff is
considering methods such as reclassification from Residential to a Commercial or
Residential-Commercial District, or creation of a special use district, to
accomplish such a purpose.

Temporary Uses

It is considered proper that the Temporary Uses now described in the City
Planning Code (neighborhood festivals, charitable booths, open-air sale of
Christmas trees, buildings and uses incidential to new development, and quarries)
be continued as presently regulated.

Transitional Uses

The City Planning Code now permits, as Transitional Uses, certain exceptions
to Residential District standards on properties that abut or are near a Commercial
or Industrial District. Where such uses have occurred, they have rarely provided
a buffer between the different districts as was originally intended, and they
have tended to have an. adverse effect on the residential neighborhood. This
provision should be deleted, with existing Transitional Uses becoming Non-
conforming Uses.
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D. BUILDING FORM, OPEN SPACE AND AMENITIES

The building form and open space standards for residential development
should help ensure that housing provides quality living environments and
complements the design character of the surrounding neighborhood. This means
that the standards should control or affect:

1. Exterior appearance, including compatibility of building bulk with nearby
building shapes, articulation of building facades, provision of set-backs,
and landscaping.

2. Recreation and open space, including amount and location of space, relation-
ship to adjacent open space, relationship to building occupants, and
suitability to climatic conditions.

3. Environmental factors, including exposure to natural light, limitation of

noise, relationship to topography, and energy conservation.

The controls need to be restrictive enough to provide protection for
adjacent dwellings, but still have enough flexibility to give the designer of a
new building sufficent freedom to provide for the needs of building occupants. In
addition, the controls should have enough leeway to permit practical renovation,
rehabilitation and sometimes addition of units for older buildings constructed
when the zoning standards were less strict.

At present the City Planning Code has a number of standards relating to the
form of buildings and provision of exterior open spaces. These include:

o Limitations on lot coverage

o Usable open space requirements in certain districts

o Limitations on projections into required open space such as balconies,
decks and bay windows

o Minimum requirements for yards, including front set-backs and side and
rear yards

o Floor area ratio limits

o Building height and bulk controls

The existing standards are being closely reviewed for any weaknesses in terms
of protection to nearby properties and the building space and amenities they
afford to occupants. In general these standards, when strengthened by the interim
residential zoning controls now in effect, provide considerable assurance that
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low-rise buildings will be compatible with their surroundings . However, certain
possible refinements have been identified, and these are in the process of being
tested.

Building Height

Height limit districts are now applicable to the entire city. In addition,
certain use districts have height limits of their own. For example, a lot in an
R-l District with a 40-foot height limit is further subject to a use district
height limit of 35 feet, which is modified to either 30 or 40 feet under certain
slope conditions. The following refinements in height limits are being considered:

1. Reduction of use district height limits to 30 feet in all RH Districts
to make the limits more consistent with existing development.

2. Limiting building height in the RH and RM Districts to the average height
of adjacent structures.

3. Conditional Use review of all buildings in Residential Districts over
65 feet in height.

Building Width

Where the permitted density of dwelling units is based upon lot size, merger
of lots is often encouraged because a builder has more flexibility in layout of
units and parking areas on a wider lot. The wider, bulkier buildings may be out
of scale with older development. The following modifications could avoid or
mitigate the problem of wide buildings:

1. Density standards that set a limit on the total number of units per lot
will encourage subdivision of large lots into 25-foot wide lots with
individual buildings. This type of density provision, now used in the

R-l-D, R-l and R-2 Districts, would be extended to cover all RH Districts
and the RM-1 and RM-2 Districts.

2. Where wider buildings do occur, standards can be established that require

modulation of the front building facade into 25-foot wide segments, so
as to give the appearance of separate structures and maintain the existing
scale of the block front.

3. Landscaped front set-backs also establish scale, and help conceal and
soften the lines of newer buildings. Under the interim controls now in
effect, front set-backs are required in most Residential Districts, and
the set-back areas must be landscaped. These set-back provisions should
be continued and should apply to all RH, RM and RA Districts, meaning that
properties in the present R-l-D and R-l Districts, currently exempted from
these provisions, would be covered.

4. A further requirement would be installation of a street tree or trees at
the time of construction of new dwellings or addition of dwelling units.
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Wider, bulkier building out of
scale with older development.

Separation into 25-foot wide lots.

The resulting building pattern.
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Architectural Detail

Suggestions have been made that architectural design and detail should be
regulated by area or by block frontage. Such regulation on a citywide basis does

not seem practical in San Francisco, however: architectural style is difficult to

define, and the diversity of buildings appears to be just too great.

The Department of City Planning is currently surveying all buildings in the
city as to design characteristics, and this survey is expected to identify areas
having large numbers of architecturally significant buildings and areas of uniform
design character. Enforceable guidelines might then be developed for such areas
to ensure harmony with the prevailing character.

Open Space

Open space is now being provided under the standards described above. The
most significant open areas are in rear yards, where the interim controls have
greatly expanded the earlier requirements. Here too, however, certain refinements
should be made:

— Balconies and decks provide conveniently accessible open space. Builders
should be encouraged to provide such features by adjustment of the rear
yard requirements so that indoor floor space will not have to be given up
if balconies or decks are added.

— Other adjustments in rear yard standards may permit manipulation of the
rear facade to avoid a flat, boxy appearance.

— Where the rear yard requirement is more restrictive than prevailing
development in certain blocks, it should be possible to renovate rear
portions of existing dwellings without seeking a zoning variance.

— The rear yard standards should be extended in some form to present R-l-D
and R-l properties, and to residential properties in Commercial Districts.

— The standards should reflect special conditions resulting from changes
in topography.

The staff is currently reviewing a concept that would modify the interim
controls by allowing a portion of the required rear yard nearest a dwelling to be
used for various building elements, but require substitution of other usable open
space elsewhere on the site. Projections into the yard space would be carefully
regulated to avoid adverse effects upon adjacent buildings.

Another requirement being considered is a minimum amount of usable open space
per dwelling unit, such as in the present R-3 and R-3.5 Districts; this type of
requirement could be expanded to cover a greater range of Residential Districts.
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In RH Districts, some interest has been expressed in having small structures

permitted on the rear 25 feet of the lot. Storage and garden buildings that

frequently exist along rear property lines in these areas are in conflict with
existing rear yard controls, but are apparently accepted and desired by residents.

Provision of open space might be made more flexible and effective through
wider use of the Planned Unit Development procedure. That procedure now applies
only to projects of three acres or more; it could be made available for smaller
projects, perhaps of one acre or one-half acre.
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E. OFF-STREET PARKING

Standards for off-street parking have been a major concern in this study.

Two conclusions have been drawn from the analysis to date: off-street parking
should continue to be required in new residential development; and, parking
standards should vary in certain residential areas of the city according to

prevailing conditions.

To some degree, the off-street parking requirements should be related to

such factors as automobile ownership patterns, transit proximity and availability,
street capacity, and convenience of shopping and other services for the residents.
Very often, the actual parking needs are defined as much by patterns of development,
areas of the city, and nearby non-residential activities as by the number of
dwelling units on a lot. Furthermore, the City has begun to develop a strategy
for gradual reduction of reliance on the automobile in order to deal with the
pollution, congestion and noise caused by use of the auto, and to limit the
quantity of land necessary for parking, especially in commercial areas and at
places of public assembly.

The staff has come to the tentative conclusion that under most conditions
the present minimum requirement of one off-street parking space for each new
dwelling unit should be continued. For the foreseeable future, it will be
necessary to provide off-street shelter for cars already owned by residents in
most areas, in order to avoid a further strain on the limited supply of on-street
spaces. Consideration has also been given to having a maximum allowance of one
off-street parking space for each new unit, but the staff is not prepared to
suggest such a limit at this time, pending further analysis and the completion
of a citywide parking management strategy.

Although the one-for-one parking requirement should be continued as a
general rule, there are a number of modifications that appear desirable in

certain situations, as discussed below.

Compact Cars

Ownership of smaller cars in San Francisco has increased rapidly in recent
years. More than half the cars now owned by city residents are classified as

compact, and will fit in a parking space of eight by 16 feet. The standards
for full-size cars are eight by 20 feet or larger. The City Planning Code
now allows dwellings to have one compact car space for each five units, after the
first 20 units, while the remaining units must have spaces for full-size cars.
In view of the change in ownership patterns, it seems appropriate that one-half
the spaces be permitted to be of compact car size, where the building contains
four or more units.
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Housing for Elderly Persons

Consideration has been given to a possible reduction in the parking
requirement for housing specifically designed for and occupied by elderly persons,
which is currently set at one-half the normal requirement. It appears that a
further reduction is warranted.

Conversions

Addition of dwelling units within existing buildings may be desirable in
certain cases as a means of assuring retention of older buildings and increasing
the housing supply. However, such conversions may be difficult or impossible
if a parking space is required for each additional unit, as many of the older
structures were not designed to accommodate parking. Therefore, means to reduce
the parking requirement in appropriate cases are being considered. The alternatives
include allowing one new unit to be added to any older dwelling without an off-
street parking space, acceptance of tandem parking (the blocking of some vehicles
by others in the garage) , and reduction of the parking requirement in individual
cases through a review procedure.

Special Districts

In certain areas of the city, a number of factors may come together to make
some reduction of the parking requirement for dwellings appropriate on an area
basis. The main factors of this kind appear to be:

— A pattern of car ownership in multi-unit structures of less than one
car for each unit.

— The ability of residents to walk to work.

— A tight street circulation pattern.

— A conflict between cars and substantial pedestrian movement.

— A high concentration of transit service.

Closeness of shops and other daily service establishments.

Some of the areas covered by the RC (Residential-Commercial Combined) Districts
may be on streets where reduced parking requirements would be appropriate, because
of convenient transit lines and adequate commercial facilities. A reduction in

off-street parking would tend to reduce automobile use of streets carrying transit
vehicles, and make the combining of commercial ground-floor activities with
upper-floor residential occupancy more practical. In some cases, total elimination
of the parking requirement for dwelling units on upper floors might be permitted,
if such an exception were necessary to maintain a continuous commercial street
frontage.
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In the downtown area, reduced parking requirements for dwellings are already
established in the R-5-C, C-3-G and C-3-S Districts. Extension of such reduced
requirements to other parts of the northeastern section of the city, close to

downtown, is being considered.

A NOTE ON ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

The tentative standards being considered are in some ways dependent upon
special reviews of individual projects. Some of these reviews would concern
addition of dwelling units in RM Districts through the Conditional Use process.
Other Conditional Use cases would arise from the fact that more uses, such as
schools and churches, would be added to the list of uses requiring review. Still
other special cases are likely to evolve in application of new standards for
building form and open space, and for off-street parking.

In order to keep the hearing case load of the City Planning Commission at
a manageable level, it would be necessary to institute a modified Conditional
Use or special administrative review procedure. Such a procedure would allow the

Zoning Administrator to hear and decide some of the Conditional Use cases, with
any appeals from those actions being taken to the City Planning Commission and
the Board of Supervisors.








